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Dear bred, 

ji 3 -i. wrote you several days ago, I aia a sking the following questions of you in 
connection with xiy book on the subject of your Latciner article ana for the purpose of 
making a record, bo that they will be in the proper contest, 1 record that we had three I 

conversations prior to your writing of the article that ap eared a week ago (and 1 nave 
waited acre than a weak for your promised call), that I offered you a complete baci:grouiiding k 
prio, to youi writing tae article and prior to Lattimer's access to what had boon suppressed, / 
and that tM.a specifically included acces to my file of ids writing ana our correspondence, which ft 
X jJiirtxculiirly urged upon you# Xou accopyod none oi iiiy oii’ ers© 

iiho first informed you that Lat timer was being given exclusive access to tide 
suiiyressed evidence, under what conditions or l itaitations? Who promised ana arrnged / 

this exclusive for you? Were you told why youaanu the •flies were so ..carefully fed this 
leak? bid your editors approve t m exclusive leak and the exclusive access to mat 'timer? 

Wasi the latter part of the deal? 


who promised you access, with the dodge you explained to a©? If it is going to 
bo consummated, when and under what circumstances and restrictions, if any? Have your 
editors been informaaed and have they approved? 

•trior to Ids seeing this evidence, had Latimer expressed to you what you would 
describe as great interest in other than the brace and bandage? If so, which, and for 
what reasons? You should recll that you indicated to no Ids interest seemed to bo in 
tho brace ana bandage only. I suggest what 1 then told you of this preconception of Ids 
is reflected in your article, where you covered him an best you coulu. If this in in 
your opinion an unfair conclusion, i .ould appreciate expression of it. add you communicate 
tExxte^to 1dm or to anyone else ny reflation of Ids published belief "that it was physically 
impossible for niia to have bent over" in reference to tho f resident's "more than ids usual 


lour autneiiti cation of nattiser* s credentials as a genuine expert is presented on 
your own authority, in these words, widely repeated since publication:". ..has written a 
scries of articles in nodical journals..." and "has written and lectured extensively 
aoout the assassination. " In your opinion, do talcing ana writing make expertise? bo 
youluive any personal knowledge of any substantial research into the fact of tho assassination, 
particularly the medical fact, by Luttinef? bid you ask him about this before certifying- 1dm 
such an eminent export in your name ana that of the dimes? U’o give you a minor examle tb 
illustrate that tds is not a frivolous question, more than four years after the aasasainution, 
ot investigation of which the murder of Policeman J.l>. 1’ip.dt was part, he asked another 
°Y£icial explanation, "do you know anything about tlio location and nature of 
UO fatal wounos UdcJ of Officer iipgLt"?^o add another, five years after the assassination, 
aa^ea about the amateur movie o. it, which lit- had already described in public, ho admitted 



2 


"flj did not even sec; the notion picture to which you refer.'*) If you did ask this 
question, what iu the response do you consider justifies your description of his alleged 
credentials? hoes he in your opinion (and I note that you are also a lawyer) meet the 
definition of the contract of a medical expert qualified for access? When I expressed 
shock that a urologist, who obviously did not meet these prerequisites, was to be given 
exclusive access, you said you would x'eread the contract. You did not offer any opinion 
on his suitability under the contract, instead quoting it in a way that makes it appear 
zo ^’ ile layman tliar he is, in fact, qualified, frior to this you describe him as a physician, 
as head of his department at Columbia, as an expert in gunshot wounds because of wartime 
experience Mu tnc forensic sense an utter falsehood), and only at the end, after failing 
to note at any point what you did know, that he is not a pathologist and is not qualified 
in pathology, oo you quote tlio clause "or related areas of science or technology." vdanj 1 * 
you must know, his fil£u of genuine expertise, urology, is not within the definition of 
this clause, the f resident* s urinary system not being involved in the assassination in any 
way» you conclud| v.d til the highly selective quotation from burke marshall on '‘recognized 
experts , were you judge tae writing of another, would , cons^Sor this fair, honest and 
straightforward joumalisism or a contrived justification of the unjustifiable, what to 
me is a deliberate deception? bp you, of your own knowledge or as a refcult of normal 
reportorial questioning, know it to be a fact that hat timer has read the medical testimony 
and evidence and that which is relevant? (Again, I can give you quotations persuading he 
had not as recently as less than a week ago.) 


l;a connection with your saying on your own authority that he has wrriten "extensively", 

1 ask ii you have seen more then two articles in medical journals not dealing with the 
medical evidence plus a letter likewise devoted to other topics? To put this another way, 
can you name anyone you would describe as an expert of any kind on the nennedy assassination 
who has written less than Latiiiser? Unless you can, would you care to offer me an explanation 
of your personal authentication of his expertise so that I may regard this as other than 
what Without such explanation 1 will have to regard and call it, propaganda? 

In connection with these and other questions, I would like to point out that when 
you knew in advance that he was being given exclusive access and that you were having an 
exclusive story arranged for you, you had ample time to do any checking you desired or 
considered incumbent upon you, including acceptance of my offer of his writing and of 
correspondence with him (one ecliange in which I will enclose). 

Yours is the longest story I have seen. It is also the only one I have seen not to 
report what you should have know is a lie, hie pretense that until seeing this evidence 
he h&tt Had doubts aoout Oswald's guilt. Jhy did you not report this statement every other 
reporter did? If you have any familiarity with his writing, you should know that the very 
first sentence in the earliest he has acknowl edgddto me, JaM IO/ 14 / 66 , opens with "the 
assassin bee iiarvey Oswald". I enclose his letter to i-iedical World hews of 3/13/70 whore 
he repeats tMs in a political context, i asjj jrhy you omitted any reference to this extremist 
political self-description, and I ask if you would, describe it as other than paranoid? 

You wrote that according to him seeing the pictures, h— rays and clothing '"eliminates 
any doubt completely' about the viability of the Warren Commission's conclusions that Lee 
iiarvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the President." ho you would have more time 
to think about it, I wrote you previously to say I would be asking about this writing. I 
ask first how you could omit any reference to Governor Conrialy's woundj, all of which from 
the official account and lax timer' a earlier one have to have been caused by bullet 399. 
are you now aware tiiat since appearance of your article he has conceded that it could have 
mis .-.ed th President entirely end have hit the governor only? Have you fany comment on this 
and its total and irreparable destruction of the Warfen deport, rather that the affirmation 
you report i 1 hie. he acknowledge this to you, or did you ask Mm about it, knowing as you do 
that it is central to the official case and, as you should, tiiat it is central to Ms, ■ t.-mn g 
other places reflected in Ms article "The kennedy— Connally dingle "uliet Theory", International 



., nx “ <-vxa«ucfe has tnc capability he attribute* tn's^ “ * 10 “ 111 Iji!S i,iedica i ipinion 
dan you personally understand how such ?OU witilout question? 

hov many shots? Md you, if you had any doubt of T" T* P T e w2k> fired wtet or 

oi youi own words, ask any other expert, anv D - hmirv al „ aau COiJ Plete impossibility 
not ia sow without question that this is impossible ^ eSWlple? did you, in fact, 

e^lcsin now how it is so tout I may ^7^! ’ T ^ you 111(1 «>t, I ask you to 
obligation to check tliis sort of tL. . words. n 0 you not thick it was your 

when from your own considerable experience you + f at best dub ious f especially 

your words would and did attract idlS plj o n " «***» 

n G pia y y Qur °« n paper would give it? 


,, On your own authority you report +h»t +\*> • 

t-ie Warren OomisMon. I ask for your authority ' ^ 1 ^- denied access to the film to 
puolicixuig what amount to the statement tfaa- °r P f ?° 1 ° r checkin ff you did before 
tS EOst important evidence to the official inve-tSf “ ^ nimierGd ^sident denied 
suppressed to avoid anguish to the farilv ^ lou the "Photographs were 

publication, which is unrelated* It^oTlTT*' ?“ ^ «*«* * Lre SL 
u-nn experience, can you tell me of any wav in whL> ^' OE ^ Lsalon * kroa-your own training 
to an official investigation with the no^r^V^ , * evxaeJW5e co uld have been denied 

pnysmcal possession of the evidence was Hn.r in^t' ^ petLa * 1ahlch it ^ us&i5 o you know tlsat 
SS, a P ° int *** iG Partly valS: attribX* ^vostigation, by any Kennedy? You 
01 tnC ‘ fatal w>und would be "horrible^ Q S ^timer, that publication of the 
publish the picture of the President*- Mad •• G * ou tiJal the Coauission did 
’■>oula this be true of any l-ra^? SL “t^T^ “ S£ ™ ° friciai Junfii.) 

publoshed? dty oi d you omit reLen^trlra^tTH ? *“*“*. officiaUy 

yoa au batuiner how he knows the Coiasis'-inn <=+ Ur pi their publication? 

puetures and A-rsys”? ° stall did not have "access to the 

I" *** y ° U rC?0rt 02ly f0Ur retiuasta *» access to this evicts? 

as 0i ' «-tal ballot, 59% 

nimhei’. hie list timer give you either anSe rt testimony, which gives this angle in a 
CTidence^is enclosed, printed with his^ote^otSer r prior to "study" of the 

SSSilic Ja6 - What he K - 3 ° rtB as a result of Ms in ^ way 

ccteraine, as is possible from the readilv-av^n ! • . you “ any effort to 

porting- can be accurate? Or whether he ecu 7 < • B eTldeUce » whether Ms present 
if Ms present account is postil th SlVT tu ° Juliet Mies? 

aeeros to be saying what conf u£s uj, Ld ? TlLft aoooua * io Possible? S 

fa£l fcUii '*' ille Warr8a h‘om.iisaion was riMt, this siS becausw of ^ur 

#S S 1 but it was wrong in locating iuilict 4111 seven no it - 

+hr ^ 1,3 Projected to the end of the h&v ' f S° u asked yourself, 

tnc official positioning of the other six woJJdt x f°o Ctoir? U ° W uoes this relate to 
not occur to you to ask Lattiaer anythin » Sdj " ? Ur their possibility? Md it 

i0U rt '^ ort 1J othing from him on the alleged lateral B, '’,^ ;Lu , ne sa ^ r wlj at you did not report? 
«.™ cloro-u M» mteral looatiof -* th " «» »«U«. O. it te 
ttevMBMOto, «S everj-ono elso? if f SSSJ f“?.“ lc tint Hat of 

**“ 3tTOt « -'U. o/^ffLTSISS SS,"“ ” 

“ " tr7 " - is “ is *** «• 



Ii jou die not do any independent checking on wliut you attribute to Dat timer and 
n'iias you^say in your own name and on your own authority, I solicit your co.-tent on iiow 
tliis conforms to limes anti other Journalistic practises* Do you ordinarily do no checking 
on such stories': Do you oroi-urily refuse in advance access to evidence you knot is 
certain to at least contradict what you are going to write? 

dan you toll me how Dr. hat timer proved that the front and rear non-fatal wounds 
vere causer uy the same bullet? Did you consult any authority to loom whether, when 
a- is alxeged that no Done is struck, it can be said with positivenesa tnat "the h-rays 
prove that tne front and rear holes were made by tiro same bullc-t"? Did he cite any 
picture showing this, or any surgery during the autopsy to establish it, the normal 
practise f or ojiy picture o_ such surgery?’ 


uiio in co in ctiiu. the «j i' I'i 

i-'Or^ — oc>‘-d-iiw> oiio* 1/i.u.j^ou 


hat timer is quoted as saying that the similarities between 
as- aa filiations is wiiat in .ediatoly captured Ms interest in tin 

ao^ him to reconcile tins with Ms own position, that Lincoln was killed by a conspiracy 
aau didv wan not, in your own words (put more strongly by him elsewhere;? Do you not 
t f i ina you &isould have ii you did not? Can you. reconcile this? 

lou suy taut only, twice after the autopsy film was deposited in the archives, 
according to its records, were they every examined for .the government. There had to 
nave been at least one other time, for the government itself reports examination after 
return by the autopsy doctors, then by the autopsy doctors in preparation 02/ their 
report for the attorney General so long kept secret, then for the Attorney General's 
second panel, again kept secret. Does not your own reporting confirm this? 

■unclosed is uy 3/25/69 letter to Dr. Lattimer. 1 have Just narked on uy car con 
certain questions i then asked of him. Do tMs day he has made no response, instead 
n« wrouj wnat coulu not bo more inappropriate, that uy inquiring, really chulleuging 
lector, was "enthusiastic", v.'hen you see sous of the questions he refused to answer 
ana consider their applicability to the present situation lie and you have brouglitxto 
pass, even ii you no not have or seek answers to these question, you can decide how 
applicable the designation "enthusiastic" is and, indeed, if it is rational. ,j iU what 


■t saps of his impartiality, expertise or as I suggest, competence t 


Ms lector also 


ittache 


of Ms enclosed political commentary. 


hold any opinion. 


and he: 


dispute -urology as accreditation also, I provide page 122 of my book whlf m-uili. If you 
are unwilling co .believe what it represents of the official evidence an-., nat timer's 
interpretation 01 it, if you will permit a kindness, I invited your checkin" of ray 
citations in the 26 volumes, which the Mi .os hoc. ^nd any comment on the injection of 
suen politics, its relevance aau. h.,nesty. 1 cannot give you the correspondence of another, 
but in collection .with this letter of his delving into politics, you might want to 
up ., rai.so ms criticism of another, saying that person's mtaumneatal work (in ,y opinion) 
was unuc-reut ' by "the vigor and extreme enthusiasm" of the zitiu,,, as iie interpreted it. 

Mere 1 much more Mat bears on nattimer's credibility. If 1 s.jure you all of iu 
provide ail example you can see in the **ew York lost of 10/14/6‘j, reporting of a speech 
dn union, among other tilings, hi, 4- -m . . . — 


it, I 


car "was turned a bit 


.u struck the 


--ported tnat at the a-oiient the fresiuent wa. 

....... ... ri Sl*t <mu going up" ^ emphasis adued). Doth directions are v/roxur, 

uur P°mtioiu> reversed, would you find it easy to ignore the possibility that refusal 
lo examine wmt wnat offered was deliberate because it woulu iiave precluded the poasilihity 
Oi. Such a story as you wrote? 

,‘T\ “"V. 00 ^ * / : 4< r ciroui;i n canoes of your Mviu, be. 'a exclusively a copy of the contract 
. ' i 't° 1 ’ 1 oi waa possible, whether you Jiave reread what you then wrote and regard 

it as liar ana complete r< porting, whether you requested it on your own or at the sun ■ cation 

couT^lcr w Wll ° Sfc ’ Wll&th0r y0U wre ofricia Uy ^rx<on its meaning, and wtether it 
tilh If Dean suppressed because not suppressing it would cause uncignified ana sensa- 
tional publicity: 1 loon forward to response, dincerely, harold Woiaberg 



